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A. Introduction

This interference was declared on April 17, 2002. Van Engelen has filed preliminary
motions 1-3 under 37 CFR § 1.633(a) for judgment against Lee on the ground that Lee claims 2
and 8 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 112,91 for lack of written description support for
certain claim terms, or alternatively that claims 2 and 8 are indefinite under 35 U.S.C. § 112, 2,
or that there is no interference-in-fact (Papers 41-43). Van Engelen has filed a preliminary
motion 4 under 37 CFR § 1.633(a} for judgment against Lee on the ground that Lee claims 2 and
8 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 112, 4 1 for failing to provide an enabling disclosure for
those claims (Paper 44). Van Engelen has filed a preliminary motion 6, attacking the benefit
accorded Lee (Paper 46). Van Engelen has also filed preliminary motion 5 for judgment against
Lee on the ground that Lee claims 2 and 8 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b), based on
an on sale bar (Paper 45).

In Lee preliminary motion 2, Lee requests that van Engelen claims 4, 7 and 10 be
designated as corresponding to the count (Paper 36). Lee has filed three preliminary motions
(preliminary motions 3, 5 and 6) under 37 CFR § 1.633(a), seeking judgment against van
Engelen on the ground that all of van Engelen’s involved claims and claims 4, 7 and 10 that Lee
seeks to designate as corresponding to the count are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. §§ 102/103
based on various prior art (Papers 37, 39 and 40). Lee has filed preliminary motion 4 seeking to
be accorded the benefit of one earlier, and two subsequently filed Lee applications (Paper 38).
Lee has filed contingent preliminary motions to (1) add claims 9-18 to its involved application

and to designate those claims as corresponding to the count (Paper 55), (2) substitute a count for

! Lee miscellaneous motion 1 to disqualify van Engelen’s counsel was denied {Paper 31).
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the present count (Paper 56), and (3) be accorded benefit of the new count (Paper 57). According
to the junior party van Engelen’s preliminary statement, van Engelen does not allege a date that is
earlier than the senior party Lee’s effective filing date (Paper 47).

Oral argument was held on 29 April 2003. During oral argument counsel for van Engelen
withdrew van Engelen preliminary motion 4 (Paper 102 at 84, line 25 to page 86, line 2).

For the reasons that follow, van Engelen preliminary motions 1-3, 5 and 6 are denied.
Lee preliminary motion 2 is granted. Van Engelen preliminary motion 4 and Lee preliminary
motions 3-9 are dismissed, and judgment is entered against van Engelen.

B. Findings of fact

1. Van Engelen is involved on the basis of Patent 5,953,105 (“105), granted 14
September 1999, based on application 08/776,418, filed 30 January 1997.

2. Van Engelen has been accorded benefit for the purpose of priority of
PCT/IB96/00383, filed 29 April 1996.

3. Lee is involved on the basis of application 09/449,763, filed 26 November 1999.

4. Lee has been accorded benefit for the purpose of priority of application 09/192,153,
filed 12 November 1998 and application 08/416,558, filed 4 April 1995.

5. Van Engelen real party in interest is ASML Netherlands, B.V. (Paper 9).

6. Lee real party in interest is Nikon Corporation (Paper 4).




7. Count 1, the sole count of the interference, is as follows:
Claim 2 of 09/449,763
or
Claim 2 of 5,953,105
8. Leeclaim 2 is as follows:

2. A positioning device comprising an object table, a sub-system for processing an
object to be placed on the object table, a drive unit for displacing the object table relative
to the sub-system, and a measuring system for measuring a position of the object table
relative to the sub-system, the drive unit comprising a stationary part which is fastened to
a first frame of the positioning device, while the measuring system comprises a stationary
part and a movable part which is fastened to the object table for cooperation with the
stationary part of the measuring system, characterized in that the stationary part of the
measuring system is fastened to a second frame of the positioning device which is
dynamically isolated from the first frame, and in that the sub-system is fastened to the
second frame.

9. Claim 2 of van Engelen depends from van Engelen claim 1. Van Engelen claim 1 and
van Engelen claim 2 are as follows:

1. A positioning device comprising an object table, a sub-system for processing an
object to be placed on the object table, a drive unit for displacing the object table relative
to the sub-system, and a measuring system for measuring a position of the object table
relative to the sub-system, the drive unit comprising a stationary part which is fastened to
a machine frame of the positioning device, while the measuring system comprises a
stationary part and a movable part which is fastened to the object table for cooperation
with the stationary part of the measuring system, characterized in that the stationary part
of the measuring system is fastened to a reference frame of the positioning device which
is dynamically isolated from the machine frame.

2. A positioning device as claimed in claim 1, characterized in that the sub-system is
fastened to the reference frame.

10. The claims of the parties are:

Van Engelen: 1-11
Lee: 1-8




11. The claims of the parties which correspond to Count 1 are:

Van Engelen: 5,6,8,9, and 11

1-3,
Lee: 1-8

12. The claims of the parties which do not correspond to Count 1 are:

Van Engelen: 4,7,and 10
Lee: none

13. The level of ordinary skill in the art is defined by the prior art of record.

C. Decision

Van Engelen preliminary motions 1-3

Van Engelen preliminary motions 1-3 are for judgment against Lee on the basis that Lee’s
claims 2 and 8 are unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 112, 9 1, or are indefinite under 35 U.S.C. §
112, § 2, or that there is no interference-in-fact. As the movant van Engelen bears the burden to
demonstrate that it is entitled to the relief sought. 37 CFR § 1.637(a).

Written Description

Van Engelen argues that Lee’s specification fails to provide support for (1) a second
frame that 1s “dynamically isolated” from a first frame (motion 1), (2) a stationary part of the
drive unit that is fastened to a first frame (motion 2), and (3) a stationary part of the measuring
system fastened to the second frame (motion 3).

Lee original claims 1 and 4, filed per a preliminary amendment on the day the ‘763
application was filed, recite all of the limitations that van Engelen asserts are not described in
Lee’s specification. Lee claim 2 was amended to be in independent form, but includes all of the
original language in original claims 1 and 2. Lee claim 8 was amended to be in independent

form, but includes all of the original language in original claims 4 and 8.
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It is well established that onginal claims, in unamended form are a part of the original
specification as filed. See In re Koller, 613 F.2d 819, 823, 204 USPQ 702, 706 (CCPA 1980); In
re Gardner, 475 F.2d 1389, 1391, 177 USPQ 396, 397 (CCPA 1973). To the extent that van
Engelen is relying on the specification of Lee’s parent applications to make the argument that the
involved Lee specification does not provide written description support for Lee claims 2 and 8
under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph, that is improper. See Reiffin v. Microsoft, 214 F.3d
1342, 1346, 54 USPQ2d 1915, 1918 (Fed. Cir. 2000). Accordingly, that portion of van
Engelen’s preliminary motions 1-3 seeking judgment against Lee on the basis that Lee’s involved
claims 2 and 8 lack written description support under 35 U.S.C. §112, § 1 is denied.

Indefiniteness

Van Engelen additionally argues that Lee’s claims 2 and 8 are unpatentable under 35
U.S.C. §112,% 2. Van Engelen argues that should the board determine that Lee’s claims 2 and 8
are ambiguous, any attempt to resolve the ambiguity only emphasizes the inconsistency between
the claim language and the ‘763 specification (motions 1 and 2 at 15, motion 3 at 17).

Van Engelen makes no real attempt to explain or prove that the involved claims 2 and 8
are ambiguous in the first place. Van Engelen seems to invite the panel to make an independent
determination that the claims are ambiguous. We decline the invitation. It is the role of advocate,
not judge, to present a detailed analysis as to why the claims are, on their face, ambiguous. Van
Engelen bases the rest of its discussion on a presumption that the claims are ambiguous, and
discusses why Lee’s involved specification fails to resolve the ambiguity. However, even that

analysis is flawed.




Van Engelen argues that Lee’s application is devoid of a (1) discussion of how the frames
are “dynamically isolated” from one another (motion 1), (2) description of a stationary part of
the measuring system that is fastened to the second frame (motion 3), or (3) description of a
stationary part of the drive unit that is fastened to the reaction frame (motion 2). In essence, Van
Engelen argues that Lee’s claims 2 and 8 are not enabled or described, and thus are indefinite.
However, the written description requirement and the enablement requirement are separate and
- distinct from the definiteness requirement. “Definiteness and enablement are analytically distinct

requirements." Process Control Corp. v. HydReclaim Corp., 190 F.3d 1350, 1358 n.2, 52

USPQ2d 1029, 1034 n.2 (Fed. Cir. 1999). Even if the written description does not enable the
claim, the claim language itself may still be definite. Union Pac. Res. Co. v. Chesapeake Energy
Corp., 236 F.3d 684, 692, 57 USPQ2d 1293, 1297 (Fed. Cir. 2001). Since van Engelen has
failed to apply the correct standard and sufficiently demonstrate that Lee claims 2 and 8 are
indefinite, this part of van Engelen motions 1-3 is denied.

No interference-in-fact

Van Engelen argues that if Lee’s claims are definite and are supported by Lee’s
specification, then there is no interference-in-fact between Lee and van Engelen. Van Engelen,
in 1ts preliminary motion 1, page 17, argues that Lee’s claims should be interpreted such that the
“dynamically 1solated” frames are physically isolated frames, which is in contrast with van
Engelen’s “dynamically isolated” frames which are physically interconnected with a dynamic
isolator. Likewise, in its preliminary motions 2 and 3, van Engelen argues that when the van
Engelen and Lee claims are interpreted in light of the respective specifications, the parties’

claims are limited by their respective specifications, which describe different architecture for the
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(1) stationary part of the measuring system that is fastened to the second frame and (2) stationary
part of the drive unit that is fastened to the machine frame (motion 2 at 17 and motion 3 at 19).
Van Engelen, in interpreting the nearly identical involved claims, proposes to import limitations
into the respective parties’ claims. The specific structure that van Engelen imports from the
respective specifications is not recited in the parties’ claims. For example, Lee claim 2 recites a
relationship between two frames - that the frames are dynamically isolated, and not a specific
structure, as further discussed infra.

In any event, van Engelen fails to sufficiently demonstrate that even if the respective
parties’ claims require the structure van Engelen urges that they do, that there is no interference-
in-fact. Van Engelen argues that “assuming that the ‘763 application is prior art to the ‘105
patent, the disclosure in the ‘763 application does not anticipate or render obvious van Engelen’s
‘105 patent. Likewise, the ‘105 patent does not anticipate or render obvious the properly
construed claims of the ‘763 application” (motions 1 and 2 at 17, motion 3 at 19). Van
Engelen’s conclusory statement falls far short from providing a detailed analysis required to
demonstrate that there is no interference-in-fact.

Van Engelen must demonstrate that no one claim of Lee claims the same patentable
invention as any one claim of van Engelen, or that no one claim of van Engelen claims the same
patentable invention as any one claim of Lee.

The definition of “same patentable invention” is set out in 37 CFR § 1.601(n) and is as
follows:

Invention “A” is the same patentable invention as an invention “B” when invention “A”

is the same as (35 U.S.C. 102) or is obvious (35 U.5.C. 103) in view of invention “B”
assuming invention “B” is prior art with respect to invention “A”. Invention “A” is a
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separate patentable invention with respect to invention ‘“B” when invention “A” is new
(35 U.S.C. 102) and non-obvious (35 U.S.C. 103) in view of invention “B” assuming
invention “B” is prior art with respect to invention “A”.

The proper analysis in determining that there is an interference-in-fact between the
parties’ claims is a two-way “same patentable invention” analysis. The claimed invention of

Party A is presumed to be prior art vis-a-vis Party B and vice versa. See Eli Lilly v. Regents of

the Univ. Wash,, 334 F.3d 1264, 67 USPQ2d 1161 (Fed. Cir. 2003).

The proper analysis then in determining that there 1s no interference-in-fact between the
parties’ claims is a one-way analysis. Thus, van Engelen need only demonstrate that (1) no one
claim of Lee anticipates or renders obvious a claim of van Engelen or (2) no one claim of van
Engelen anticipates or renders obvious a claim of Lee. The moving party should discuss the
relevant prior art and explain why the prior art does not teach or suggest the modifications of the
one party’s claims (e.g., van Engelen’s claims) in view of the other party’s claims (e.g., Lee’s
claims).

Van Engelen makes no meaningful attempt to explain why Lee’s claims are separately
patentable in view of van Engelen’s claims or vise versa. It is not enough to point out differences
and conclude that there is no interference-in-fact. Nor is it meaningful to argue that one party’s
specification is separately patentable over the other parties specification, or that one party’s
claims are separately patentable over the opponents specification. The appropriate comparison is
between the claims and not the disclosures. For all of these reasons, van Engelen has failed to
sufficiently demonstrate that there is no interference-in-fact. Van Engelen preliminary motions

1-3 are demied.




Van Engelen preliminary motion 4

During oral argument, counsel for Van Engelen withdrew van Engelen preliminary
motion 4 from consideration (transcript at 84-85). Accordingly, van Engelen preliminary motion
4 is dismissed.

Van Engelen preliminary motion 6

Van Engelen has filed a preliminary motion under Rule 633(g), attacking the benefit
accorded Lee in the notice declaring interference. At the time the interference was declared, Lee
was accorded benefit of application 09/192,153 (‘153 application), filed 12 November 1998, now
U.S. Patent 6,246,202, granted 12 June 2001 and application 08/416,558 (‘558 application), filed
4 April 1995, now U.S. Patent 5,874,820, granted 23 February 1999.

Van Engelen argues that Lee is not entitled to the benefit of the earlier filing date of the
Lee ‘558 application under 35 U.S.C. §§ 119 or 120. The ‘558 application incorporates by
reference, Lee application 08/221,375(°375). Lee was not accorded priority benefit of the 375
application at the time the interference was declared. We note that Lee has moved to be accorded
priority benefit of its ‘375 application and that motion is addressed infra in connection with Lee
preliminary motion 4.

Van Engelen argues that the ‘558 application ineffectively incorporates by reference the
‘375 application, or alternatively incorporates only a specific portion of the ‘375 application that
fails to describe certain ones of the claimed features in Lee claims 1-8. Alternatively, van
Engelen argues that neither the ‘375 application nor the ‘558 application, standing alone, provide

written description support for Lee claims 1-8 (motion at 14).
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A party moving to attack the benefit accorded an opponent bears the burden of proof to
demonstrate, as to the count, why the opponent should not be accorded the benefit of the filing
date of the earlier application. 37 CFR § 1.637(a) and 37 CFR § 1.637(g). In order to be
accorded benefit, Lee’s priority applications need only describe an enabling embodiment within
the scope of the count. Weil v. Fritz, 572 F.2d 856, 865-66 n.16, 196 USPQ 600, 608 n.16

(CCPA 1978); Hunt v. Treppschuh, 523 F.2d 1386, 1389, 187 USPQ 426, 429 (CCPA 1975).

Benefit for the purpose of priority is something different than benefit under 35 U.S.C.  §
119 or 35 U.S.C. § 120. See Cromlish v. D. Y., 57 USPQ2d 1318 (BPAI 2000 - precedential
Trial Section opinion). Note, that in order to be accorded benefit for purposes of priority, the
558 application need only describe an enabling embodiment within the scope of the count.
Thus, it 1s not necessary that the ‘558 application provide written description support for Lee’s
claims 1-8%. Accordingly, we address van Engelen’s arguments only with respect to van Engelen
claim 2, which is an alternative of the count.

There is yet another flaw in the arguments advanced by van Engelen. Although van
Engelen takes the position that the ‘558 application fails to provide support for Lee claim 2, with
or without incorporating by reference the ‘375 application, van Engelen fails to discuss the ‘558
application with particularity. Van Engelen fails to set forth in its motion what the ‘558
application describes and why it alone fails to describe an enabling embodiment within the scope
of the count. Van Engelen discusses the ‘375 application in detail. However, the inquiry should

begin with what the ‘558 application describes. That is the application for which Lee was

? The differences between priority benefit and benefit under §§ 119 and 120 were
explained to counsel for the respective parties early in the proceeding, during the conference call
for setting times for the preliminary motions phase of the interference (Paper 30).
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accorded benefit. Until it is determined what the *558 application describes, there is no need to
look to the ‘375 application. The issue of incorporation by reference is moot, if the ‘558
application alone describes an enabling embodiment within the scope of the count.

Since van Engelen has failed to sufficiently demonstrate that the ‘558 application,
standing alone, fails to describe an enabling embodiment within the scope of the count we need
not determine if the Lee ‘558 application has effectively incorporated by reference the ‘375
application, or determine if the 375 application describes an enabling embodiment within the
scope of the count. Our discussion pertains to what is set forth in the ‘558 application and not
the ‘375 application.

Dynamically isolated frames

Lee claim 2 (an alternative of the count) recites a first frame and a second frame. The
claim recites that the second frame is dynamically isolated from the first frame. Van Engelen
argues that the ‘558 application fails to describe a second frame that is dynamically isolated from
a first frame (motion at 17). At the heart of van Engelen’s argument is the meaning of the term
“dynamically isolated.”

Van Engelen argues that the ‘558 application fails to support the broadest reasonable
interpretation of “dynamically isolated.” The broadest reasonable interpretation of “dynamically
isolated”, van Engelen argues, comes by way of definition for the terms isolated and dynamically.
Van Engelen argues that:

The term isolated is a verb which means *“separate from a group or whole and set
apart.” (Exh. 2016: Definition, page 956). The term “dynamically” is the adverbial form
of the word “dynamic”, which is defined as being “[c]haracterized by continuous change,

activity, or progress.” (Exh. 2017: Definition, page 574). Thus, in the context of the
claim language, the term “dynamically” is modifying how the second frame is “isolated”
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from the first frame. The broadest reasonable meaning of these words requires that the

second frame be isolated from the first frame in a manner that is characterized by

continuous change, activity or progress.

There is nothing in either the *375 or “558 application that shows such an
invention. To the extent that the ‘375 application or the ‘558 application discloses
separating the reaction frame from the XY stage support frame, that separation is not
characterized by continuous change, activity or progress but is static, physical isolation.
In fact, in the ‘558 application, Lee explains that reaction forces are transmitted
independently to the earth’s surface by a structure that is physically isolated from the
support frame. (Exh. 2045: ‘558 Appln., page 3, line 28 - page 4, line 5) (emphasis in
original) (motion at 17).

We understand van Engelen’s definition of “dynamically isolated™ to require that the
frames be isolated dynamically - that there necessarily be something in between the two frames
that provides the isolation, i.e. that the frames be physically interconnected with dynamic
isolators’. Van Engelen does not dispute that the ‘763 application as well as the ‘558
specification describe physically separate frames. Van Engelen does, however, disagree that two
physically separate frames are “dynamically isolated” when applying the broadest reasonable
interpretation of that claim term.

Van Engelen’s definition of “dynamically isolated” is derived by viewing the term in light
of van Engelen’s specification, resulting in an importation of a structural element that is not part
of the count. Van Engelen’s definition for dynamically isolated is not the broadest reasonable
interpretation of that term. When the term “dynamically isolated” is properly construed, the Lee
‘558 application provides an enabling embodiment within the scope of the count.

Van Engelen’s proposed definition of dynamic is the second listed definition, and the

example for that definition is that of a dynamic market (Ex. 2017). Van Engelen provides no

* During oral argument, counsel for van Engelen so represented (Paper 102 at 17-18).
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explanation why the term “dynamic™ or dynamically should be interpreted under the second
listed definition as opposed to the first definition. Note, that Dr. Kurfess, van Engelen’s expert,
provides no explanation as to why the proposed second definition is what one of ordinary skill in
the art would understand the definition to be (Ex. 2012 § 39). Generally, it is the first listed
definition that is the most commonly used definition for a given word. A dynamic market would
appear to have nothing to do with two mechanical frames and the relationship between those two
frames. Furthermore, van Engelen’s proposed definition would require a structural element
between the two frames. Lee’s claim 2, however, does not recite an element for 1solating the two
frames. Rather, the claim merely recites the relationship between the two frames. The
relationship is described by the term dynamically isolated. We will not read limitations into
Lee’s claims that would require an element to be in between the two frames. Lee’s claim 2 is not
so limiting. Van Engelen’s proposed definition is ultimately obtained by looking to its own
specification and importing limitations from its specification into the count. However, the count
is Lee claim 2 or van Engelen claim 2. Each alternative of the count is interpreted in light of the
parties’ respective involved specifications. The first altemative of the count (Lee claim 2) is
interpreted in light of Lee’s involved ‘763 specification.

With that in mind, a more reasonable interpretation of the term “dynamically isolated”
may be gleaned from the first definition for the word “dynamic” and from Lee’s specification.
The first definition for dynamic is “of or relating to energy or to objects in motion” (Ex. 2017).
That definition, on its face, is a more reasonable definition for the term dynamic when considered
in the context of two frames and their relationship. Lee’s ‘763 specification describes two

frames that are isolated from each other, such that the reaction forces from the elements of one
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frame are not transmitted to the other frame. That is, the dynamics, e.g., motion, from one frame
are isolated from the other. In this light, and in v-iew of the first definition for the term dynamic,
a more reasonable interpretation of the term dynamically isolated is that the dynamics are
isolated from one frame to the other - that the reaction forces from one frame are not transmitted
to the other frame. Note, that the proposed definition does not necessarily require structure in
between the two frames, but is merely descriptive of the relationship between the two frames.
Lee’s involved ‘763 application supports such an interpretation of “dynamically isolated” frames.
For example, the ‘763 specification states that:
An additional aspect in accordance with the invention is that the reaction force of the
stage and window frame drive motors is not transmitted to the support frame of the
photolithography apparatus projection lens but is transmitted independently direcily to the
earth’s surface by an independent supporting structure. Thus, the reaction forces caused
by movement of the stage do not induce undesirable movement in the projection lens or
other elements of the photolithography machine (Ex. 2011 at 3, lines 4-9).
The above indicates that reaction forces, e.g., dynamics of the one frame, are not transmitted to
the other frame and are therefore “dynamically isolated.” This definition for dynamically
isolated, that the reaction forces are isolated, is a more reasonable interpretation of the term
“dynamically 1solated” given the description in Lee’s *763 specification and the first listed
definition for dynamic as previously discussed. Van Engelen’s definition of “dynamically
1solated”, in contrast, is derived from van Engelen’s involved specification, and by importing an
element into Lee’s claim 2 that simply is not claimed. To the extent that the second alternative of
the count, i.e., van Engelen’s claim 2, should be interpreted to mean that there are necessarily

“dynamic isolators” in between the two frames does not mean that Lee’s claim 2, the first

alternative of the count should also be interpreted the same way. The count is the disjunctive
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alternative of the parties’ claim 2. Lee ‘558 need only describe an enabling embodiment within
the scope of the count, e.g., Lee claim 2. It need not describe an enabling embodiment for both
alternatives of the count.

As discussed above, van Engelen fails to discuss with any particularity what the ‘558
application describes, and because of that, its argument is not persuasive. However, we note, that
the <558 application describes a first frame (80 and 114A-114D), and a second frame (94 and
102A-102D) that are physically isolated, such that reaction forces from one frame are isolated
from the other frame. As discussed above, when properly interpreted, the ‘558 application thus
describes two frames that are dynamically isolated. Van Engelen has failed to demonstrate
otherwise. Accordingly, we are not persuaded that van Engelen has satisfied its burden of proof
to sufficiently demonstrate that Lee’s ‘558 application fails to describe an enabling embodiment
within the scope of the count with respect to two frames that are “dynamically isolated” when
that term is correctly interpreted.

A stationary part of the drive unit fastened to the first frame

Lee claim 2 recites a drive unit comprising a stationary part which is fastened to a first
frame of the positioning device. Van Engelen argues that Lee ‘558 fails to provide support for
any stationary part of the drive unit that is fastened to a first frame (motion at 13). Van Engelen
provides no meaningful explanation as to why the ‘558 application fails to describe a stationary
part of the drive unit that 1s fastened to a first frame, and thus has failed to meet its burden to
demonstrate that the ‘558 application fails to describe the claimed feature. Accordingly, we need
not independently make the determination as to whether the “558 application does describe a

stationary part of a drive unit that is fastened to the first frame.
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In any event, we note that the 558 application describes a reticle stage drive unit* that
includes X axis linear motors comprised of magnetic tracks 62A and 62B and magnetic coils
60A and 60B and Y axis linear motors comprised of magnetic tracks 70A and 70B and coils 68A
and 68B. The magnetic tracks 70A and 70B are mounted on window frame guide members 40C
and 40D respectively. The motor coils 68A and 68B are mounted on the reticle stage 10. The
magnetic tracks 62A and 62B are mounted on fixed guides 64A and 64B respectively. The coils
60A and 60B are mounted on guide members 40A and 40B respectively. The guide members
40A-40D and the fixed guide members 64A and 64B are fastened to support structure 80 and
114A-114D (first frame). The drive tracks cooperate with the drive coils to move the reticle
stage. At least the drive tracks satisfy the limitation of a stationary part of the drive unit which is
fastened to a first frame as follows.

There are two parts to a motor: a stator and a rotor. A stator is defined as the stationary
part of a machine, such as a motor, and the rotor 1s defined as the rotating part (Webster’s Il New
Riverside University Dictionary, Copyright 1988 (definitions attached)). A linear motor is
defined as an electric motor that has in effect been split and unrolled into two flat sheets, so that
the motion between the rotor and stator is linear rather than rotary. (McGraw-Hill Dictionary of

Scientific and Technical Terms - Fifth Edition, copyright 1994 (definition attached)). In the

* We recognize that the ‘558 application describes an embodiment of a reticle drive unit
for moving a reticle stage and not a wafer stage drive unit for moving a wafer stage. However,
we note that Lee’s claim 2 recites an object table (stage) for processing an object, and a drive unit
for displacing the object table. The claim is not limited to a particular object, e.g. a wafer versus
areticle. In any event, the ‘558 application states in at least two places that the embodiment
described may be used for a wafer stage for processing a wafer (Ex. 2045, at 3, lines 21-26 and 5,
lines 31-33).
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context of a linear motor, the rotor does not rotate, but rather moves in a linear fashion. The
stator is that part of the motor which remains stationary relative to the rotor.

Lee describes a linear motor where the stationary parts of the motor, or the stator of the
motor is understood to be the X and Y drive tracks. Thus, the ‘558 application describes a
stationary part of the drive unit. Furthermore, the X and Y drive tracks, or stators are attached to
the first frame 80, 114A-114D through the guides, and are thus, fastened to the first frame.

From the above, the 558 application describes an enabling embodiment within the scope
of the count. Based on the record before us, van Engelen has failed to direct us to evidence that
would demonstrate otherwise. In this regard, van Engelen’s silence with respect to the ‘558
application is fatal to its motion.

A stationary part of the measuring system fastened to a second frame

Lastly, van Engelen argues that the ‘558 application does not support a measuring system
comprising a stationary part which is fastened to a second frame (motion at 19).

Again, although van Engelen argues that the ‘558 application fails to describe the feature
in question, van Engelen fails to discuss with any particularity why that is so. Van Engelen’s
arguments are conclusory and unsupported by evidence. Accordingly, van Engelen has failed to
demonstrate that Lee should be stripped of its priority benefit of the ‘558 application. Our
inquiry need not go any further.

In any event, we note that the ‘558 application describes an interferometer system used to
determine the location of the reticle stage. The system includes two laser interferometry mirrors
14A and 14B located on stage 10, and laser interferometer units 112A, 112B and 112C. The

interferometer units are mounted on supports 108 and 110. As seen in Figure 4, the supports 110
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and 108 are located on top of the second frame 94. Although the supports are not described as
being fastened to the second frame, figure 4 suggests that they are. More importantly, Lee’s 558
application states that:

An additional aspect in accordance with the invention is that the reaction force of
the stage and window frame drive motors is not transmitted to the support frame of the
photolithography apparatus projection lens but is transmitted independently directly to the
carth’s surface by an independent supporting structure. Thus, the reaction forces caused
by movement of the stage do not induce undesirable movement in the projection lens or
other elements of the photolithography machine.

This physically isolating the stage reaction forces from the projection lens and
associated structures prevents these reaction forces from vibrating the projection lens and
associated structures. These structures include the interferometer system used to
determine the exact location of the stage in the X-Y plane and the wafer stage. Thus, the
reticle stage mechanism support is spaced apart from and independently supported from
the other elements of the photolithography machine and extends to the surface of the
carth. {(Emphasis added). (VE Ex. 2011 at 3, lines 4-16).

From the above, the reaction force of the stage and window frame drive motors is not
transmitted to the support frame such that the reaction forces do not induce movement in the
instruments that are supported by the support frame - the projection lens and other elements of
the photolithography machine, including the interferometer system. Thus, the above description
in combination with Figure 4 indicate that the interferometer system is fastened to the support
frame (second frame). If it were otherwise, the Lee ‘558 specification would not go to great
lengths to explain that the reaction forces are not transmitted to the projection lens and associated
structures (including the interferometer system). For example, if the interferometer system were
mounted on a wall, the system would not be subjected to system vibrations and thus there would
be no discussion in the ‘558 specification about isolating vibrations for the interferometer

system. Furthermore, there is no discussion throughout the Lee ‘558 specification of mounting
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any of the instruments or components of the disclosed mechanism anywhere other than on the
reaction frame or on the support frame. For these reasons, there is support for the claimed
stationary part of the measuring system fastened to the second frame. Based on the record, van
Engelen has failed to demonstrate otherwise. Again, van Engelen’s failure to discuss the ‘558
specification is fatal to its motion.

For all of the above reasons, van Engelen, through its preliminary motion 6, has failed to
sufficiently demonstrate that Lee should be denied benefit of the 558 application. Accordingly,
van Engelen preliminary motion 6 is denied.

Van Engelen preliminary motion 5

Van Engelen moves under 37 CFR § 1.633(a) for judgment against Lee on the basis that
Lee claims 2 and 8 are unpatentable based on an on sale bar under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). Atthe
outset, we note that van Engelen has failed to attach an appendix to its preliminary motion as
specified in Section 26(d} of the Standing Order (Paper 1 at 25)). Despite this shortcoming, we
consider van Engelen’s motion on the merits. We further note that the on sale bar is prior art to
van Engelen (transcript at 65, lines 17-23}), and would likewise apply to its claims.

The on-sale bar applies when two conditions are satisfied before the critical date. First,
the product must be the subject of a commercial offer for sale. Second, the invention must be

ready for patenting. Pfaff v. Wells Flec., Inc., 525 U.S. 55, 67, 48 USPQ2d 1641, 1646-47

(1998). The second prong may be satisfied by (1) proof of reduction to practice before the
critical date; or (2) proof that prior to the critical date the inventor had prepared drawings or other
descriptions of the invention that were sufficiently specific to enable a person skilled in the art to

practice the invention. 525 U.S. at 67, 48 USPQ2d at 1647.
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The on-sale bar analysis begins by first determining whether the subject of the barring

activity met each of the limitations of the claim or would have rendered obvious the claimed

subject matter. See Scaltech Inc. v. Retec/Tetra L.L.C., 178 F.3d 1378, 1383, 51 USPQ2d 1055,
1058 (Fed. Cir. 1999); and Tec Air Inc. v. Denso Manufacturing Michigan Inc., 192 F.3d 1353,
1358, 52 USPQ2d 1294, 1296-97 (Fed. Cir. 1999).

Anticipation

We will assume, for the purpose of this part of the discussion that the Micrascan I system
was offered for sale more than a year prior to 4 April 1995, Lee’s effective filing date. Based on
the record before us, however, van Engelen has failed to establish that the Micrascan II system
that was sold anticipates Lee claims 2 and 8.

The photos, schematics, and documentation that have been submitted into evidence
standing alone would not be sufficient to establish a prima facie case of anticipation. The parts
shown in several of the schematics and photos are not labeled, and without some explanation the
schematics and photos are not particularly helpful. The documents labeled Micrascan [ and II
System Comparison (Ex. 2032) and the Micrascan II Program Plan (Ex. 2033) are also not very
helpful, since neither document, standing alone, explains or clearly sets forth each element of Lee
claims 2 or 8. Van Engelen exhibits 2034 and 2035 are the best pieces of evidence that van
Engelen has submitted. These exhibits are apparently reproductions of the Micrascan II system.
Mr. Galburt testified that the exhibit 2034 is a true and accurate representation of the structural
design concept of the Micrascan 1T as it existed in the 1992 time-frame. Galburt also testified
that the exhibit 2035 is a true and accurate representation of the structural interconnections of the

Micrascan II as it existed in the 1992 time-frame (VE Ex. 2024 99 21 and 22).
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Even still, the exhibits 2034 and 2035, which are schematics, do not by themselves
explain how elements are connected and how the elements function. In that light, van Engelen
relies on the declaration of Dr. Kurfess to explain what exhibits 2034 and 2035 describe and that
the Micrascan II system shown in those exhibits anticipates Lee claims 2 and 8. Dr. Kurfess is
said to be an expert of metrology systems. We do not know, however, how his experience
pertains to photolithography systems or positioning devices as claimed in Lee claims 2 and 8.
Neither van Engelen nor Dr. Kurfess tells us. Still further, Dr. Kurfess apparently has no first
hand knowledge of the Micrascan II device that was sold. That is, Dr. Kurfess’ testimony is
based on his independent review of the schematics and photos submitted into evidence by van
Engelen (Ex. 2012 at 69). Absent from the record is an explanation supporting Kurfess’
conclusion that he has drawn with respect to how the elements shown in exhibits 2034 and 2035
are connected and how the elements function. For example, Dr. Kurfess testified that “in the
Micrascan II, there was a wafer stage interferometer system including a wafer stage IF
(interferometer) module 280 and wafer IF L-shaped mirror 240 for measuring the position of the
wafer stage table relative to the projection optics system 110. (Exh. 2034: MS 11 ¥IG. 1; 2035:
MS I FIG. 2)” (Ex. 2012 9 75 and 86).

It is not apparent from either of exhibits 2034 or 2035 that the module 280 and mirror 240
cooperate to measure the position of the wafer stage table relative to the projection optics system
110 as recited in Lee claims 2 and 8. Dr. Kurfess does not explain how it is so. Kurfess’
statements that the module 280 and mirror 240 function to measure the position of the wafer
stage table relative to the projection optics system 110 are conclusory and unsupported

assertions. Nothing in the Federal Rules of Evidence (applicable to patent interference cases) or
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Federal Circuit jurisprudence requires a fact finder to credit the unsupported assertions of an

expert witness. Rohm and Haas Co. v. Brotech Corp., 127 F.3d 1089, 1092, 44 USPQ?2d 1459,

1462 (Fed. Cir. 1997). Since (1) we do not know how Dr. Kurfess’ expertise relates to the
photolithography or positioning machines in Lee claims 2 and 8, and (2) the underlying basis
supporting Kurfess’ opinion is not set out in his testimony, we do not credit Kurfess’ testimony.
Further, van Engelen has failed to sufficiently demonstrate that the two frames in the
Micrascan Il device were dynamically isolated. Van Engelen states that Lee’s first frame 261 is

physically 1solated from the second frame so as not to transfer vibrations between the first frame

and the XY stage, implying that such an arrangement meets the limitation of dynamically isolated

frames. Van Engelen then concludes, through reliance on Kurfess’ unsupported assertions, that
the Micrascan Il second frame 170 was dynamically isolated from the first frame 270 by isolators
180. Van Engelen, however, fails to demonstrate that the Micrascan II first frame and second
frames are dynamically isolated so as not to transfer vibrations between the two frames as it
asserts. Rather, the Micrascan II system is facially different, with its attached frames, than Lee’s
system with its separate frames. While the Micrascan II system does show isolators between the
two frames, the two frames are also connected by way of turnbuckles 265A. That connection
would appear to allow at least some vibrations or reaction forces to be transferred between the
two frames, despite the isolators 180. Yet, van Engelen fails to discuss the isolators or the
turnbuckle connections between the two frames, so as to provide a persuasive argument that the
Micrascan II frames are dynamically isolated, as that term is applied by van Engelen in the

context of Lee’s claims. Accordingly, van Engelen has failed to establish a prima facie case of
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anticipation. Therefore, we need not and have not determined whether van Engelen has
sufficiently demonstrated that the device sold was “ready for patenting.”

Since van Engelen has failed to meet its burden of proof to show that it is entitled to the
relief sought, Lee’s opposition need not and has not been considered. Van Engelen preliminary
motion 5 is denied.

With respect to the patentability of van Engelen’s claims corresponding to the count over
the Micrascan II device, we make no determination. Since judgment is concurrently entered
against van Engelen based on priority, we need not decide the issue.

Lee preliminary motion 2

Through its preliminary motion 2, Lee seeks to designate van Engelen claims 4, 7 and 10
as corresponding to the count. Van Engelen claim 4 depends on van Engelen claim 3. Van

Engelen claims 3 and 4 are as follows:

3. A positioning device as claimed in claim 1, characterized in that the object table is
displaceable over a guide parallel to at least an X-direction, the guide being fastened to
the reference frame.

4. A positioning device as claimed in claim 3, characterized in that the positioning device
is provided with a force actuator system which is controlled by an electric control unit
and which exerts a compensation force on the reference frame during operation, which
compensation force has a mechanical moment about a reference point of the reference
frame having a value equal to a value of a mechanical moment of a force of gravity acting
on the object table about said reference point, and a direction which is opposed to a
direction of the mechanical moment of said force of gravity.

Van Engelen claim 7 depends on van Engelen claim 6, which depends on claim 5. Van

Engelen claims 5-7 are as follows:

5. A lithographic device comprising a radiation source, a mask table, a projection system
having a main axis, a substrate table, a drive unit for displacing the substrate table relative
to the projection system in at least one direction perpendicular to the main axis, and a
measuring system for measuring a position of the substrate table relative to the projection
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system, the drive unit comprising a stationary part which is fastened to a machine frame
of the lithographic device, while the measuring system comprises a stationary part and a
movable part which is fastened to the substrate table for cooperation with the stationary
part of the measuring system, characterized in that the stationary part of the measuring
system is fastened to a reference frame of the lithographic device which is dynamically
1solated from the machine frame.

6. A lithographic device as claimed in claim 5, characterized in that the substrate table is
displaceable over a guide which extends perpendicularly to the main axis and is fastened
to the reference frame.

7. A lithographic device as claimed in claim 6, characterized in that the lithographic
device is provided with a force actuator system which is controlled by an electric control
unit and which exerts a compensation force on the reference frame during operation,
which compensation force has a mechanical moment about a reference point of the
reference frame having a value equal to a value of a mechanical moment of a force of
gravity acting on the substrate table about said reference point, and a direction which is
opposed to a direction of the mechanical moment of said force of gravity.

Van Engelen claim 10 depends on claim 9, which depends on claim 8, which depends on

claim 5. Van Engelen claims 8-10 are as follows:

8. A lithographic device as claimed in claim 5, characterized in that the lithographic
device comprises a further drive unit for displacing the mask table relative to the
projection system in a scanning direction perpendicular to the main axis, the further drive
unit comprising a stationary part which is fastened to the machine frame, while the
substrate table is displaceable relative to the projection system parallel to at least the
scanning direction, the measuring system comprising a further stationary part which is
fastened to the reference frame and a further movable part which is fastened to the mask
table for cooperation with the further stationary part of the measuring system for
measuring a position of the mask table relative to the projection system or for measuring
a position of the mask table relative to the substrate table.

9. A lithographic device as claimed in claim 8, characterized in that the mask table is
displaceable over a first guide extending parallel to the scanning direction and the
substrate table is displaceable over a second guide extending perpendicularly to the main
axis, the first guide and the second guide being fastened to the reference frame.

10. A lithographic device as claimed in claim 9, characterized in that the lithographic
device is provided with a force actuator system which is controlled by an electric control
unit and which exerts a compensation force on the reference frame during operation,
which compensation force has a mechanical moment about a reference point of the
reference frame of a value which is equal to a value of a sum of a mechanical moment of
a force of gravity acting on the substrate table about said reference point and a mechanical
moment of a force of gravity acting on the mask table about said reference point, and a
direction which is opposed to a direction of said sum of mechanical moments.
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As the movant, Lee must show that the proposed claims define the same patentable
invention as another claim whose designation as corresponding to the count the moving party
does not dispute. 37 CFR § 1.637(3)(i1). Lee has sufficiently demonstrated that van Engelen
claims 4, 7 and 10 define the same patentable invention as van Engelen claims 3, 6 and 9 in view

of Schutten®, without the teachings of Lee ‘820.

In its opposition, van Engelen argues that since van Engelen claims 3, 6 and 9 require that
the reference frame and the machine frame be dynamically isolated (i.e., isolated with dynamic
isolators in between the two frames), and that the force actuator system of claims 4, 7 and 10 1s
defined in van Engelen’s specification as being integrated with the dynamic isolators, then the
compensation force recited in claims 4, 7 and 10 must be between the two frames and exerted on

the reference frame (opposition at 14).

Van Engelen’s claim interpretation is erroneous. Van Engelen necessarily reads
limitations into its claims 4, 7 and 10 that are not present. Note, that none of van Engelen claims
4, 7, or 10 provides any relationship between the function of “dynamically isolated” frames and
the force actuator system. Furthermore, as discussed in connection with van Engelen preliminary
motion 5, one frame that is “dynamically isolated” from another frame does not mean that there
are necessarily dynamic isolators in between the two frames. Van Engelen’s independent claims
1 and 5 recite a relationship between the two frames, but do not recite any particular structure
associated with that relationship. Even if we were to interpret van Engelen claims 1 and 5 to
require dynamic isolators in between the two frames, it does not necessarily follow that the force
actuator system also be in between the two frames. Claims 4, 7 and 10 recite a force actuator
system which exerts a compensation force on the reference frame. Absent from the claimsis a

requirement that the force actuator system be in between the claimed reference frame and the

> U.S. Patent 4,821,205, granted 11 April 1989 (Ex. 1091).
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machine frame, or that the force actuator system is integrated with dynamic isolators. All that is

required is that the actuator system exert a force on the reference frame.

Van Engelen argues that Lee’s involved specification fails to disclose a compensation
force between the first and second frame. Van Engelen’s argument is misplaced. Lee does not
rely on its own specification to demonstrate that van Engelen claims 4, 7 and 10 would have been
obvious over van Engelen claims 3, 6 and 9 in view of Schutten. To the extent that van Engelen
is arguing that its claims should not be added to the interference since Lee cannot support such a
claim, that argument is also rejected. It is of no moment that Lee may or may not have support
for a force actuator system. A party moving to designate an opponent’s claim as corresponding
to the count, need demonstrate that the claim defines the same patentable invention as any one
claim designated as corresponding to the count. Absent from that requirement is that the movant
must also demonstrate that it has written description support for the opponent’s claim. The query
1s not can the movant support such a claim, but rather does the claim define the same patentable

invention as a claim already designated as corresponding to the count.

Van Engelen argues that Lee “820 fails to teach a compensation force between two
frames. As stated above, we do not interpret van Engelen’s claims 4, 7 or 10 to require a force
actuator system that exerts a compensation force between two frames. In any event, Lee did not
rely on the Lee ‘820 patent to teach a force actuator system that exerts a compensation force
between two frames. Rather, Lee alternatively relied on the ‘820 patent to show an actuator

system that compensates for movement of two stages, as opposed to one stage.

Van Engelen argues that Schutten fails to disclose a compensation force between two
frames and exerted on a reference frame. As discussed above, when properly construed, van
Engelen’s claims 4, 7 and 10 do not require that the force actuator system exert a compensation
force between two frames. However, even if van Engelen claims 4, 7 and 10 do require a force

actuator system that exerts a compensation force between two frames, van Engelen has failed to
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demonstrate that it would not have been obvious to combine the Schutten actuator system to a

two frame system.

Schutten discloses a force actuator system, with force actuators 74, 76 in between the
ground and a work table (frame). Thus, Schutten discloses a force actuator in between two
structures. Van Engelen has failed to sufficiently demonstrate that one of ordinary skill would
not look to Schutten to teach placing force actuators in between two frames. Specifically, van
Engelen fails to explain why Schutten’s force actuators would not work in between two frames.
Schutten teaches a force actuator system for compensating for forces acting on the frame
(stage/table), or for tilting of the frame and for movement of the stage. Based on the record
before us, such a system teaches a compensation system regardless of whether that system is
placed in between two frames, or in between a frame and the ground. Note, absent from van
Engelen’s claims 4, 7, and 10 is a requirement that the compensation force compensate for
reaction forces in a second frame. Rather the claims recite that the compensation force
compensate for forces of gravity acting on the object table (substrate table/mask table). Schutten
apparently compensates for such forces. Van Engelen has failed to direct us to evidence that

demonstrates otherwise.

Van Engelen argues that the prior art fails to disclose a compensation force exerted in
response to gravity forces on two moving stages as recited in claim 10 {opposition at 20). Claim
10 recites that the mechanical moments of the forces of gravity for both the mask table and
substrate table are added in determining the opposing compensation force exerted on the
reference frame. Van Engelen argues that Schutten only provides background information and
does not teach a compensation force in response to gravity forces exerted on a substrate stage and

a mask stage (opposition at 21). Van Engelen’s response is dissatisfying,

In its preliminary motion, Lee explains that van Engelen claim 9 recites that the mask

table and the substrate table are both supported on a common frame - the reference frame. The
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claimed compensation force exerted in van Engelen claim 10 takes into account the sum of all
forces acting on that common frame - from both the substrate and mask tables. Lee further
explains that, although the Schutten reference fails to disclose two stages, Schutten does teach
summing all of the forces acting on the supporting frame to arrive at the compensation force.

Lee then concludes that one of ordinary skill would have been motivated to use the Schutten
force actuator system to compensate for the forces of both the stages acting on a common frame -
the reference frame, since Schutten itself teaches compensating for all forces acting on a common

frame.

Van Engelen fails to sufficiently address Lee’s argument. That Schutten fails to teach
two stages, and an actuator system that compensates for the movement of two stages misses the
point. Van Engelen should have explained why Lee’s analysis was erroneous. Instead, van
Engelen side steps Lee’s argument altogether. Accordingly, van Engelen has failed to

sufficiently rebut Lee’s prima facie case with respect to van Engelen claim 10.

Van Engelen’s discussion with respect to Schutten’s horizontal forcers is irrelevant. Lee
did not rely on the Schutten horizontal forcers to teach the force actuator system claimed in van

Engelen claim 4, 7 or 10.

Van Engelen argues that Lee fails to point to any teaching in the Lee ‘820 patent or in
Lee’s involved application of an electronic control unit. Lee did not rely on its involved
application to argue that the van Engelen claims 4, 7 and 10 should correspond to the count.
Lee’s reliance on the ‘820 patent was in the alternative only. As stated above, Lee made a prima
facie case based on the van Engelen claims 3, 6 and 9 in view of Schutten without relying on the

‘820 patent.

Van Engelen argues that Lee attempts to piece together van Engelen’s electric control unit
from Schutten’s various electronic components, and that by doing so has relied on hindsight to

arrive at the claimed control unit. Any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a
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reconstruction based upon hindsight reasoning, but so long as it takes into account only
knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was

made and does not inciude knowledge gleaned only from applicant’s disclosure, such a

reconstruction is proper. In re Mclaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 1395, 170 USPQ 209, 212 (CCPA

1971). Schutten teaches a force actuator system with a feedback loop 80 with various electronic
components that function to provide feedback to the force actuators. Van Engelen, in its
preliminary motion, takes the position that the various electronic components shown comprise an
electric control unit. That position has not been shown by van Engelen to be one based on
impermissible hindsight reasoning. The fact that Schutten shows electronic components in
detail, as opposed to a “black box” labeled “electric control unit” does not mean that the various
electric components shown in Schutten that cooperate to control the actuators are not what one of
ordinary skill in the art would consider an electric control unit. Thus, we are not persuaded by

van Engelen’s hindsight argument.

For the reasons stated above, Lee preliminary motion 2 is granted.

Lee preliminary motions 3. 5 and 6

Lee moves for judgment against van Engelen on the basis that several of van Engelen’s
claims (including newly added claims 4, 7 and 9) are unpatentable over certain prior art. In this
interference, van Engelen has failed to allege a date prior to van Engelen’s effective filing date.
Furthermore, van Engelen’s preliminary motion 6 attacking the benefit granted Lee is denied.
Accordingly, judgment will be entered against van Engelen. There is then no occasion to
consider Lee’s preliminary motions for judgment against van Engelen. For these reasons, Lee

preliminary motion 3, 5, and 6 are dismissed.

Lee preliminary motion 4

Lee moves for benefit of U.S. Patent Application No. 09/127,288, filed July 31, 1998
(now U.S. Patent 6,049,186); U.S. Patent Application No. 08/627,824, filed April 2, 1996 (now
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U.S. Patent 5,942,871); and U.S. Patent Application No. 08/221,375, filed April 1, 1994 (now
U.S. Patent 5,528,118) with regard to Count 1. Since van Engelen has failed to allege a date that
1s earlier than the date accorded Lee at the time the interference was declared, and since van
Engelen’s motion attacking the benefit accorded Lee is denied, judgment will be entered against
van Engelen. Accordingly, it is not necessary to determine if Lee should be accorded benefit of

the above named applications. Lee preliminary motion 4 is dismissed.

Lee preliminary motion 7

In its preliminary motion 7, Lee proposes to add claims 9-18 to its application and to
designate those claims as corresponding to count 1. Lee preliminary motion 7 is contingent upon the
granting of either one of van Engelen preliminary motions 2 or 5. Since neither van Engelen
preliminary motions 2 or 5 is granted, the contingency has not materialized. Accordingly, Lee

preliminary motion 7 is dismissed.

Lee preliminary motion 8

Lee moves to substitute new count 1 for existing count 1. The motion is contingent on
the granting of van Engelen preliminary motion 6. Since van Engelen preliminary motion 6 is
denied, the contingency has not materialized. Accordingly, Lee preliminary motion 8 is

dismissed.

Lee preliminary motion 9

Lee moves to be accorded benefit of certain of its prior applications for its proposed count
1. Since the proposed count 1 was not added to the interference, there is no occasion to decide

Lee preliminary motion 9. Accordingly, Lee preliminary motion 9 is dismissed.
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Lee motion to suppress

Lee moves to exclude paragraphs 69-90 of exhibit 2012, and exhibits 2025-2043 and
2048, documents relied upon by van Engelen in support of its preliminary motion 5. We find it
unnecessary to consider the specific objections to the admissibility of those exhibits, since van
Engelen failed to set forth a prima facie case of anticipation in its preliminary motion 5, even

assuming the exhibits to be admissible.

Lee seeks to exclude paragraphs 21-23 of exhibit 2050, as those paragraphs were relied
on by van Engelen in support of van Engelen’s oppositions 3 and 5. Lee preliminary mottons 3
and 5 were dismissed. Accordingly, there was no occasion to consider van Engelen’s oppositions
3 and 5. Thus, we find it unnecessary to consider the specific objections with respect to exhibit

| 2050.

For these reasons, Lee’s motion to suppress is dismissed.

D. Redeclaration of Interference

This interference 1s herein re-declared to the following extent:
The parties’ claims corresponding to the count are:

Lee: 1-8
Van Engelen: 1-11

E. Judgment

Junior party van Engelen has not alleged a date of invention or conception with respect to

the subject matter of the count prior to the senior party’s earliest accorded benefit date of 4 April
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1995, Furthermore, van Engelen’s preliminary motion 6, attacking the benefit accorded Lee is

denied. Accordingly, judgment is entered against junior party van Engelen. It is

ORDERED that judgment as to the subject matter of the count is herein entered against
junior party GERARD VAN ENGELEN, FRANK B. SPERLING, HENRICUS W. A,
JANSSEN, ADIANUS G. BOUWER, CORNELIS D. VAN DIJK, JOHANNES M. M. VAN

KIMMENADE, JAN VAN EIIX, and ADRIANUS VAN DER PAL;

FURTHER ORDERED junior party GERARD VAN ENGELEN, FRANK B.
SPERLING, HENRICUS W. A. JANSSEN, ADIANUS G. BOUWER, CORNELIS D. VAN
DIJK, JOHANNES M. M. VAN KIMMENADE, JAN VAN EIJK, and ADRIANUS VAN DER

PAL is not entitled to its claims 1-11 which correspond to the count;

FURTHER ORDERED that if there is a settlement agreement, the parties should note

the requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 135(c) and 37 CFR § 1.666; and
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FURTHER ORDERED that a copy of this judgment be filed in the respective involved

application or patent of the parties.

)
TAMESON LEE )
\/}/dministrative Patent Judge )
)
)
JBOARD OF PATENT
) APPEALS AND
Administrative Patent Judge ) INTERFERENCES
)
Y a2 ’
/ )
LLY C/ MEDLEY / )
Administrative Patent Judge )
)
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cc (via federal express):

Attorney for Van Engelen:

{Real Party In Interest: ASML Netherlands, B.V.)

Jack S. Barufka (lead counsel)
Robert W. Hahl (backup counsel)
PILLSBURY WINTHROP LLP
1600 Tysons Boulevard

McLean, VA 22102

tel: (703) 905-2000
fax: (703) 905-2500

e-mail: jharufka@pillsburywinthrop.com
rhahl@pillsburywinthrop.com

Attorney for Lee:
(Real Party In Interest: Nikon Corporation)

William P. Berridge (lead counsel)
Mario A. Constantino (backup counsel)
Robert Z. Evora (backup)

OLIFF & BERRIDGE, PLC
277 South Washington Street
Suite 500

Alexandria, VA 22314

tel: (703)836-6400
fax: (703)836-2787

e-mail: commcenter(@oliff.com
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'stra) n. var. pl. of ROSTRUM.
U, -trit, rd'strae’, -strit) adj, [Lae. Tostratyy o
Having a beaklike part.
1, d'stram) B, PL rostrums or FO8°tTa (150
) 1. A naised platform for public speaking 5
A ship's curved beaklike prow. b, The spe, e['f
um, decorated with the Pprows of captureq ene s
outlike or beaklike projection, —ro8'tral g;
ex, <i-eat. 1. Having the pink or Ted colpy of
of, decorated Wiéh, of suggestive of 2
ealthy glow. 4, Marked by optimism ; CHEER g,
%"lmness n. .
» Tot-ting, rote. [ME roten < OF TOtian ] _
mposition, esp. organic decomposition - DECAy
5 o damaged because of decay. 3. To decay oy,
0 decay or decompase, —p |, a. The Procesg Of'
 of being rotten. 2. . Foot ror. b, Liver gy
nt diseases marked by the breakdown of tige, o
s fung, bacteria, or MiCIoorganistns, 4, Amﬁaice
- decay of flesh, 5, Nonsense. ——~interj. —~Used to
impatience.
 wheel ] L Chiefly Bric. A TOSteT or 1all ¢ap of
L. A round or rotation of duries, 3, Rotg, om
of prelates that serves a5 an ecclesiasticg] coury
>-an) 0. A member of the Rotary Club, 5 maioi
ional service clyb.
li. [Med. Lat. Totariug < Lat. rotq, whee]
T marked by retation, €sp. axial rotatiop —a
device that rotates around an axis 2 A traff;

L. An engine, as a turbine, in which Power
ary, parts, as vanes. 2. A radial engine whose
nd a stationary crankshafr,
 harrow consisting of a series of freely fQurnin,

sw having a series of hoes artanged on 3 Tevaly.

inting press having a cylinder rp which Curve
hat when they revafve they will print ontp 4
T

tary plow,
1t~¢d, -tat-ing, -tates, [Lat. rotare, Iotat. ¢
O QI o1 an axis, 2, To proceed in, Sequence
Cause rotation. 2. To grow or plant {crops) iy
sion. —ady, Having radiating parts ; WHEE].
adj.
) 0. 1. &, Motion in which the path of every
ject is a circle or circular are ceatered gy ,
an anternal : s <“the axia) rotation of 5
mplete cycle or such maotion * REVOLUTiON,
ransformation consisting of an angulay dis
* angular displacements of coordinate gyeg
ing fixed. 3. Uniform sequential variatigp

. 1. Of, relating to, causing, or marked by
O occurring in succession or alteration,

Ine that rotates, .
W0r'e} adi. 1. 0f, relating to, causing, or
oceeding ar oceurning in alternation of sk

Memorization using routine or Tepetition
:nsion < students learning by roee>
al repetition or routine.

and. orig ] The sound of surf breaking on

.+ of Germanic orig] A medieval stringed

0. []. rSten, derrs + -ONE.] A white crys
s, extracted from the roots of derris and
ticide,

. Inferior liquor.

NLat. Rotifera, phylum name < Lat. roea.
inute multicellular aquatic organisms of
g at the anterior end 3 wheellike ring of
-al), rortiferons adi.

2dj. [Lat. rota, wheel + “FORM,] Shaped

1 [Er. rétisserie < OFr. rostisserie < rostir,
-] 1 A cooking device equipped with a
, 45 meat, is roasted, 2, A shop or restan-
d to order.

unit of weight used in countries border-

-—_

ather Epet Ebe  hw which Tpit
O¢ 6 paw, for oi nodse oo rook

—
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ing on the Mediterranean ang in nearby areas, varying in different
regions from about ope o five pounds,

ro-to-gra-vure (18t gravycor) o [Lat. rota, wheel + CRAVURE.}
1. An intaglio printing Process in which jetzers and pictures are
rransferred from an etched copper cylinder to a web of material, as
papet or plastic, in a rotary Press. 3 Printed material, a5 2 newspaper
section, preduced by Totogravuge,

£o'tOT (0't31) 0. [Contraction of ROTATOR.] 1. A rotating pant of an
electrical or mechanical device, 2. An assembly of rotating harizon.
1l aizfni[s‘, as that of 3 helicopter,

sotor ship . A ship propelled by one or maore all cylindrical rotors
opcmtct_i by wind power. X

rortotill (ro'ta-dl vr ~tilled, -tilling, .¢i11e. [Back-formation <
ROTOTILLER.] To turn over with a rotary plow.

Rotortill-er (rd'_t}dl’ar). A trademark for 4 rotary cultivator.

rott-weiler (rét'wilar, 18’y [G. < Rotrweil, city in south-
western Germany where it wag orig. bred.] A German breed of dog
having a stocky bady, short black fur, and tan face markings.
ro-tund (s3-nind’) adj. [lat. rotupdy; « rota, wheel ] 1, Character-
ized by roundness: RouNDED, 2. Sonarous. 3, Quite plump : CHUBEY.
—ro-tundly ady. —rotond'nesy -

rotun-da (rdrin'do) n, eaf < Lav, fem. of rotundus, rotund.j
L A circular ball or building, esp. gne with 2 dome. 2. A farge room
with a high ceiling, a5 2 hore] lobby.

rotun-di-ty (rd-tan'died) n, p), 1g1es. 1. The state of being round
of plump. 2, A rotund objece gr protrusion.,

ro'turier (ri-wore.y, WEOr) 1 [Fr. < OFt, < roture, newly culti-
vated land < Lac. ruptua, action of breaking < rumpere, to break j A
tommoner.

rowble or rushle (rsvbly o [R. rubl] —See table at cuRRENCY.
rou-é (195-2°) n. (Fr, < P-part. of mouey, to break op g wheel < Lat.
10taze, 19 Iotite < rota, wheel ] A lecherous man : Raxs,

rouge (16ozh) n, [Fr. < OFr., of red color < Lay. rubeus.] L. A red or
pink cosmetic for colaring the cheeks or lips. 2 A reddish powder,
chiefly ferric oxide, used 1o polish metals or glass. —v. ronged,
rouging, rovges. —vt 1, To Putrouge oa. 2 To calor with rouge.
—vi. To use rouge 15 5 cosmetic.

fouge €t Noir (r6ozh’ 3 nwar) n [Fr., red and black ] A gambling
card game played at 3 table marked with two red arnd two black
diamond.-shaped spats on which bets are placed.

rough (1if) adi. -ex, -est. [ME < OF ik ] L Having an uneven
bumpy surface. 2 Coarse or shagey 0 the touch <a rough woolen
shire™> 3. Marked by violent motian : TURBULENT <rough seas™
4. Severely inclement STORMY. §, Boisterous, unruly, or rowdy.
6 Not gentle or carefu : VIOLENT <rough treatment> 7. Brutal :
savage. 8. Rude ; uncouth. 9, Informal. Trying or unpleasant to en-
dure or do : DIFRICLLT, 10, Harsh 10 the ear <a rough, scraping
sound > 11. Harsh or sharp to the taste <4 rough, immature wine™>
12 Lacking finesse or polish. 13, Being in 1 naturg| state < rough
gems> 14, Not completed, perfected, or fully detaijed <& rough
sketch™> lbi. Requiring physical strength rather thap inteligence

difficult part or seare. 4, Something hastily worked out or unfin-
isbed. 5. A crude illmannered persan @ BOOR. — . roughed,
rougheing, roughs. 1. To make rough, 2. To treat roughly or vig-
lendy : MANHANDLE <roughed up the prisoner™ 3. To indicate or

sate. —rough it To do without the usual conveniences and com-
fors<Croughed jt for three days in the woods >
—rough’ly ¢dv. mrough’ness n,
roughrage (rif7j) n. The relatively coarse, indigestible parts of cer.
tain foods and fodder that contsin cellulose and stimulate peristalsis,
rough-and-read-y (rif'an-réd’e} adj, Rough and crude, yet effec.
uve,
tongh-and-tum-ble (rif’an-tim*baly adj, Marked by roughness
and disrepard for rules or arder <2 rough-and-rumbie fight™
. L An aspirate sound in Greek like that of
the letter 4 in English. 2, The mark () placed over initial sounds iy
Greek to indicate 2 preceding aspirate.
rough-cast (raf'kdst’) . 1. A coarse Plaster used for outside wall
Surfaces, 2 A rough preliminary model —yt, ~CAST, -cast-ing,
<asts. 1. To plaster (e.g, a wall) with roughcast. 2, To shape gf
work into 2 rough or preliminary form. - rpughtcastier a

Dboot ouour ththin ththis dcut Orurge ¥ ¥oung

YRabuse  zh vigion ambout, item, edible, gallop, circus

)

rotogravure ® rounded

’&?ﬁ‘tdry frtgf'dﬁ') vi. dried, dryving, _gries. To dry (laundry)
Smoothing gue or ironing.
o "1 (rij : ke or be-
collzxfehmun .(ru.f’an) 7 &1 ened, <ning, ens. To ms
TouBhhew (nippygy 4 -bewed or -hewn (-hydon’), shew-
25, hew LTo hew (c£, timber) roughly, without finishing.
2ymake in royghy o )
I:l:ghh houge (rifhous’) p, Rowdy, boisterous play or behavior.
qv-L"TOIued, *houg.ing ~hous-es, —vi. Ty engage in roughhouse.
mugh-ol €3t o7 hapgle roughly, usut. in fun. .
dark plug 8 8¢ hawk (riptigid) o o hawk, Buteo lagopus, with
Umage and whitish feathers cavering the legs. :
"neck (Mfueky n 1 An uncouth person. 2, A rowdy.
rl?ukh'nd-e;- (OFrdary o 1. A skilled rider of [little-trained
OIS€S, esp. ope Who brezks harses for fiding. 2 Roughrider. A
member of the |g USS. Volunteer Cavalry regiment under Theodore
Roosevel iy the Spanish-American War.
Toshahod (g adj. 1.Shod with harseshoes having pro.
lecting najls of POINts to prevent slipping. 2 Marked by brutal force.
roulade (i lidy fFr. < rouler, to roll < OFr. roler. —see ROLL ]
L Mus, & An empbelf; ent consisting of a rapid run of several
lotes sung ilth? 98¢ syllable. b, A drum roll. 2, A slice of meat rolled

and
rou-lean (rx;fla' Fo0ked.

. of role, o)t «
Small roll, esp of
for l:iiping,

roulette (o ly) , {Fs. < OFr. < rouelle, dim. of roue, wheel <
Lat. rota.] 1, A gambling &me in which che players bet on which slot
of a rotating digg 5 small ball will come to rest in. 4, A small toothed
disk of tempered sgoey attached 0.2 handle and used to make rows of
dats, its, o Perforations, 55 i engraving or on a sheet of postage
Stamps. 3, Shor fonsecutive incisions made between individnal
—¥t. -lettred, -lett-ing,

)2, pl. cleanx or ~leaus (-162") [Fr. < OFr. rolel,
Lat. roruly, line wheel, dim. of rots, wheel] 1. A
OIS Wrapped in paper. 2. A roll or fold of ribbon

roundi (round) gg; g OFr. ronde < Lat. romndus < rota,
wheel} 1, Ball-shapeq : spherica) 2 Circular or circular in cross sec-
tion. 3. Having a eyryeq surface or edge : not flar or angular. 4. Pro-
nounced with the lips in 2 rounded shape. §. Whole or complete ;
FULL. 6. & Expresseq of designated as z whole number or integer : not
fractional, B, Ng; SXACE 2 APPROXIMATE. 7, Considerable : large <a

force : D <a round spanking> _p 1. The state of be.
ing round. 2, a. Something as 2 circle, globe, disk, or ting, that is
tound. b. A rounded g curved form or pare. 3, A rung or crossbar, as
on 2 Ladder. 4. A cug of beef from the part of the thigh between the
shank and the rump, 5, A gathering of peaple : croup, ¢, Movement

sports that occupies 3 specified time, comprises a certain number of
plays, or allows each player a tum. 17, Mps, A composition for two
o1 mote voices in which each voice chters at a different time with
the same melody, —v, round-ed, round-ing, rounds, —vt. L To
make round, 2. To Pronounce with rounded lips : LABIALIZE. 3. Tg
mazke plump : pp OUT. 4. To bring to completion : FINISH, §, To
€XPIess 2 a round number. §, To make 4 complete cirenie of, 7, To
make a tuzn about or to the ather side of <rounded a curve in the
highway> 8 Tp surround : encompass. 9, To MOYE of cause to pro-
ceed in a circular coyrse. —Vvi. 1. To become round. 2. To take a
circulat course. 3, To turn about, 15 on an axis S REVERSE. 4. To be-
come filled ou, curved, or plump. 5. To came to completion or per-
fection. —round up. 1, Ty seek out and bring together : GATHER.
2 To herd (cattle) together from various places. —ady. Around.
—~—prep. L Around. 2. From the beginning to the end of : THROUGH-
QUT <plants that grow round the year> —in the round. 1, With

< OF ninien.] Archaic. To whisper,
round-a-bout {round’>-bout’} adj. Circuitous ; indirect, —p LA
close-fitting  short jacker. 2, Chiefly Brit. A merry-go-round.
3. Chiefly Brit. A traffic cirgle,
round clam n The quahog.
round dance n 1 A folk dance performed with the dancers ar-
fanged in a circle. 2. A hallrogm dance in which couples proceed in
a cirenlar direction around the room.
round-ed (roun'did) adj. L Shaped in a circle or sphere, L. Pro-




stationary wave ® steal

stationary wave o A standing wave,

stanch. -—see STANCH.] 1. Firm and steadfagy , !
station break o A pause in a broadcast program 0 allow for SUONE CONSUTUCHON o constitution. Bzage; 1 R

identification of the network or station

sta-tion-er (stisho-nar) o [ME stagioyper < Med. Lat. station-
arius, shopkeeper < statio, shop < Lat, station.] L A seller of sta-  stannch? (stdnch, stinch) v. var. of st
tionery. 2 Obs. &, A publisher. B. A bookse]jer.

sta-tion-ery (sti'shanéreé) n l.wn'dng paper and envelopes.

L Writing ot (yping materials.

station house n. 1. A police swtion. 2, 4 fire station.
sta-tion-mas-ter (sta'shan-mis'tar) o Ap official in charge of a

railroad stztion.

Stations of the Cross pln 1. A devation that consists of medi-
tation before each of the images or TeDresentations €4 UP USW. in a
church to commemorate 14 events in the passion of Jesus. 2 The 14 smash 2 hole in. 3. Tocrush or s
images representing the events of the passion of Christ.

commonly spelled staunch, but the very f(',,;hF

R ANC}{lbne" &
stau-ro-lite (storalic) o [Fr. « Gk Staurgy
black minesal, chiefly FeALSi,O0(0H),, Ofter; 8] 4
grown cryszls, oceas. used as 2 gem. ~atay
stave (stiv) . [Backformation < stavey, ol D?uﬂf?%
strip of wood forming part of the sides of Ty
5. A set of verses : STANZA, —v. staved g Ay
»taves. —vi. L To break in or puncruge thre ::;’:‘ (m?"i
Mash inwgrg o027

station Wagon n. An automobile having an extended interior, staves (stdvz) n. var. pl. of sTAFR 1,23 id

third seat or huggage platform, and a tailgate

atartis-tic (stotisdk) o [Back-formation « STATISTICS.] L A nu-  staphis agria < Gk, wild raisin.} L A lagls
merical darum. L An estimate of 3 Parameter, a5 of the population
mean or variance, obtained from a sample_ 3, A random variable that

takes on the characteristics of a Statistic,

statisti-cal (sta-d0s'ti-kal) adi. OF, relating to, or using statistics or
the principles of statistics. —atatin'tically adv.

specialist in statistics.

statis-ti-cian (stitfstish’an) p 1A
2. One who compiles of statistical data

sta-tis-tics {st>tls'tiks) n. [C. Statistik, policical science < Nlat.
statisticus, of state affairs < Lat, status, state. —see STATE.] L. (sing.
in number). The mathemarics of the collection, organization, and
interpretation of numerical data_ 3, {pL in number). A collection of

numerical data,

stato- pref. [< Gk satas, standing, placed.] 1. Resting : remaining
ce < szatocyst>

stat-o-blast (seacsblist'y p ap asexually produced encapsulared
bud of 4 freshwater bryozoan from which new individuals develop

<statoblast™> ¥ Equilibrium ; balan

after the parent colony has disintegrated.

stat-o-cyst (stit'asist’) o A smal] organ of balance in many inver-
tebrates, consisting of a fluid-filled sac containing statoliths that help

indicate position when the anjmal moves.

stat-o-lith (sticlith’} n, A small movable coacretion of calcium

carbonate found in St2tocysts.

8ta-tor (sti'tar) a. [Lat,, one that stands < status, p-part of stare, to
stand.] The Statianary par of a machine, such as a motor, dynamo,

or turbine, abaut which a rotor tums,

stat-o'scope (stit'a-skop’)t n. 1 A barometer for recarding small
variations in atmospheric pressure. 2. A device for indicating small

changes in an airplane’s altitude.

stat-usary (stich'sairs) o, pl. ddes. [Pantly < lat. statuaria, art of
making statues, and partly < Lat. statuarius, sculptor, both < statu-
arius, of a statue < statua, statue.] 1. Stzrues collectively. . A seulp-

tor. 3. The art of making statues,

Stat-ue (stich'sd) o, [ME < OFr. < Lat. statua <
—b5e¢ STATUTE.] A form or likeness sculpted,
cast in material such as stone, clay, wood, or bronze.

statu'esque (stich'#0-&sk’) adj, Like a statue, esp. in size, grace,

or dignity : STATELY. —stat'u-eaquely ady,
stat'u-ette (stich'oo-Er) n. A small statue,

stat-ure (stichor) n. (ME < OFr. < Lat, statura <
stare, to stand.] 1. The natural height of 2 human or animal body in

an upright position. 2. A level achieved : sTATUS,

stat-us (sti'tss, stit'ss) n. [Lat,, condition, p.part of stare, to stand. ]
L, The legal character or condition of a Derson or thing < the starus
of a minor>> 2 A stage of progress or development. 3. a. Relative
position in a tanked group ar in a social system < the high status of
physicians™> b, High relative position <a job with starus™> 4, A

state of affairs : SrTUATION.

Status quo (sta'tss kwd, stit'ss) n [Lat,, state

existing condition : STATE QF AFFAIRS.

status word n. A computer stotage location which provides daty

t0 restore an interrupted program.

stat-u-ta-ble (stich'st3-bal) adj. 1. Enacted, regulsted, or autho-
rized by statute : STATUTORY. 2. Legally punishable ; recognized by

statute <7a staturable offense™>

stat-ute (stich’sac) n. [ME < OFr. estatur < LLat. statutum < Lat,
statutus, p.part. of statuere, to set up < status, p
stand.] L A law enacted by the legislative assem
state. L A decree or edict. 3, An established law

corporation.

statute law u. A law established by legislative enactment.

statute mile p mne |

statute of limitations o Law statute setting a time Lmit

on legal action in certain cases.

statutoTy (stich's>t4r's, 5r8) adj. L Of or telating to a statute.

2. Enacted, regulated, ar authorized by starute.

statutory offensen A legal offense declared by statute.
statutory rape n. Sexual intercourse with a girl who has not

reached the statutory age of consent.

staunch? (sdnch, stinch) also stanch (stdnch, stinch) adj. -er,
-est. [ME staunche, watertight < QOFr. estanche < estanchier, to

statuere, 10 set up.
modeled, carved, or

bly of 4 nation or

staves-a‘cre (suivz'ikar) n [By falk 'er;ﬂ <Mp
g

gria of southern Eurape, with greenish-whljtrhaﬂphiﬁ *

ous seeds of the stavesacre, formerly ugeq exte

ester, to stop < Lati. stare, to stand.} LTy Wl
place or condition <stay home><cgu1dur, 0 fegygy e
subject™ 2. To sojourn as a £uest or lodge; <“;”
counay hause>> 3. To stop OVing : Ceasy, 4 27 wig 14
hold on: ENDURE. 6. To keep up in 2 race of cop

i poker withour raising it. —vr 3, T, rop ety

Tom, '3
postpone : delay. 3. To delay or stop the :ﬁci:;fhdt:m:“

legal action or mandate. 4, To 52 te Pl
ger with a snack™> 5. 0bs. To wajr fnr?]ﬁ:ﬁy <lray,d?|
halting : CzCE, 2 The act of coming tg 5 pyy, 'y L7 %
wesidence or visiting, 4. Suspension of postpane 1a brig 5
<{a stay of execution™ mmlo‘-‘:k?l
# SYDS: STAY, SOJOURN, VISIT v, cp, e h )
guest or lodger <stayed with friends™ Pazing:
stay?® (sti) vi. stayed, stay-ing g
estaie, a support, of Germanic orig ) 1‘:}5 ?5‘ idyey
sustain mentally or spiritually. 3, To rest or fix o ﬂrpln,m.
L A support : brace. 2 A strip of bope, plastic f““n;k
stiffen a garment. 3, stays, A corser, + O ey ;;
stay? (sti} n. [ME < OF Steg. 11, A hy
a braee or support for a mast o]x spar. Zt.a I‘y r;ﬁeuﬁ'bk daty,
something. —v. stayed, atay Stayy -y L?M 1y
stay. 2. To put (a ship) on the ADPOsite tick, gy Tu oy
staying power n. Stamins ; endurapce. Oy a,
stay-in strike (sti'in) p, A job action thyy ¢, .
down or work stoppage by employees who r:m;;';mau‘*
place. ey,
atay-sail (sti'sol, -s31) o, Nape A tria i
St. Ber-nard (sinc bar-nird’} n. The Sflfi’-;l:%eurgz?g,mnm
stead (stéd) o [ME stede < OF.] The place ¢ st
<My Friend went to the Meeting in my stead ™ % 4 omy
stead-ing, steads. To be of advantage torppgryy -
stead-fast alsc sted-fase (sted'fist’, fas) o ™
OE stedefest : stede, place + fog, fixed, fase ] 1, ;m:ff
I0g @ STEADY. 2, Firmly loyal or consts
—stead'fastnens 0,
stead-y (stéd'z) adj. =l-er, «ient. 1. Finm ip pogi -
BLE. 2. Direct and unfaltering ; suaz. 3, cané’ﬁﬁf,“; e
quality, or pace <z slaw, Steady o> 4, Ny e2sily excond
<steady nerves™ 5, Relighle ‘dependable. §.
1SOBER. —V. stes . ed, stead-ying, stead-cs, o AR N1z
or become steady, —n, Pl -ies. Slang. The Person aze Ly o
laly and exclusively, —ateadier o —ateadily oy
nees 7.
steady state o A stable condition that does not chazee wr oy
or in which change in one direction is continualy %'oee 3
change in another.
atead-y-state theory (suid'estir) o A comnolopsd See
that assumes that the large-scale view of the ynirerse 15 1540t
of the pasition of the observer in space and time and fhat %2 mn
sion of the universe, required an other grounds, it tacEzum 9
by the continuous creation of marter,
steak (sak) o, [ME stevke < ON steik ] LA piece of 22 «
beef, typically cut in a thick slice across the musele [N R
slice of a large fish cut across the body. 3. A parry of peorim
that has been prepared like a steak.
steak house n A restaurant specializing in besfzik 2
steak knife n. A wble knife with 2 sharp, occas wrr=iw
steak tartare (t5r4r) o [STEAX + Fr. artare, Tarar ) 4 4
1aw ground beef mixed with onion, seasoning ind v e
steal (st2l) v. atole (stdl), sto-len (st5hn), steaking wnb
[ME stelen < OF stelzn ] —vr. 1. To uke {the poper 3 3%
without right or permission. 2. To get or accomplish secrse ¥

dpat 3pay drcare dfather é&per ibe hw-h:.’
Tde frpler Spor dtoe o paw for o d0ix

U,
spelled stanch, —staunchly adv. ~—stanngj, ]"‘ h‘;‘

ix
tong, Al lﬂq\
orcub. 2. A rung of a ladder or chair, 3, 4 ¢ m“mq “b.;

NN
N

crushed in. —stave off. To keep or warg ho —“:f’; TuL‘T:;\‘

Owepy l‘h +
stay! (sti) v. atayed, stay-ing, stayy, [M_ETlﬂyﬂiqu

o o b

¥
rn by steam oF ;
ream SUTOINS Cton
LT;;; g(asté'mE) adij. -
'“. steamy kitchen>> b 3
p::y xdv .—-ote:un'%-l;e)n
ste-apsin (sre-:’_ip_s n
nme of pzncreanlc jutce
nd giycerol.
nﬁﬂ-‘ntc (dstE'a-rit', st
stearic acid. i
::ru-ic (st2-ar7k, sur
(¢ relateng to, or simila
wtearic acid n A
CHPCH,} 1 COOH, accu
ste-aerin (st&2r-In, stir
zciarless, odorless, tast
CHVWCyHpOs)s, used i
wnzg X Stearic acid. 3.
steatopetene (st
finag ) The portion of .
e eeystalline solid o
ste-actite (st&30t) n
wezr tllow. ] A massive
et insulation. —ete’ar
uuto—lpref. [Ck. < st
steatol-yais (ste'a
PO to assimilation.
Sleatopyg-ig (ste:
fump | Excessive accun
#reie (pliIk, -priik),

——
*'00t cuout tht

"Dabme oh vision
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some previously known flow are small compared with the speed
of sound; as a result, the equations of motion can be approxi-
mated by retaining only those terms which are linear in distur-
bance or perturbation velocities, pressures, densities, and so
forth, { |lin€-3,rizd thé&-s1€ av 'flirad A0 ]

linear light [Nav] In marine operations, a luminous signal
having perceptible length, as contrasted with a point light, which
does not have perceptible length. { 'lin'g-ar kit )

linear - logarithmic intermediate - frequency amplitier
[eLeEcTR] Amplifier used to avoid overload or saturation as a
protection against jamming in a radar receiver, { 'lin€-ar lig-
a'rith-mik ,in-tar)mé-de-at \fré&-kwansé 'am-pls, fi-ar |

linearly dependent quantities [matd] Quantities that sat-
isfy a homogeneous linear equation in which at least one of the
coefficiems is not zero. { 'lin€-arlé dijpen-dant 'kwiinta 18z ]

linearly disjoint extensions [MaTH] Twoexiension fields £
and F of a field k contained in a common field L, such that any
finite set of elements in £ that is linearly independent when E is
regarded as a vector space over k remains linearly independent
when E is regarded as a vector space over F. [ [ling-arle
'dis!joint ik'stencchanz }

linearly graded junction [ELECTR] A pn junction in which
the impurity concentration does not change abruptly from do-
nors to acceptors, but varies smoothly across the junction, and
is a linear function of position. [ ‘lin€-arlé |grad-ad 'jogk’
shan }

linearly independent quantities [maTH]} Quantities which
do not jointly satisfy a homogeneous linear equation unless all
coefficients are zero. [ 'lin-g-aré ,indapen-dant 'kwin-ad-
87 }

linearly ordered set [MATH] A set with an ordering = such
that for any two elements 2 and b either a<<b or b=a. Also
known as chain; seriatly ordered set; simply ordered set. { 'lin-
g-arle Jordoard 'set |

linear magnetic amplifier {ELECTR] A magnetic amplifier
employing negative feedback to make its outpui load voliage a
linear function of signal current. { ‘lin-€-or magned-ik 'am-
pla,fiar |

linear manifold [maTH] A subset of a vector space which is
itself a vector space with the induced operations of addition and
scalar multiplication. { 'litré-ar 'man-3,fold |

linear meter [ENG] A meter in which the deflection of the
pointer is proportional to the quantity measured. { 'lin-€-ar
‘méd-ar |

linear modet [sTaT) A mathematical model in which linear
equations connect the random variables and the parameters.
Also known as linear hypothesis. { ‘lin-€ar 'mid-al }

linear modulation [comMuN] Modulation in which the am-
plitude of the modulation envelope (or the deviation from the
resting frequency) is directly proportional to the amplitude of
the intelligence signal at all modulation frequencies. { 'lin-€-
ar midj-a'{a-shan |

linear molecule [pHYS cHEM] A molecule whose atoms are
arranged so that the bond angle between each is 180°% an ex-
ample is carbon diexide, CO,. [ 'ling-ar 'mala kyitl }

linear momentusn See momentum. | 'lin€-ar ma'men-tam j
linear motion See rectilinear motion. | 'ling-ar 'm&-shan }
linearmotor [ELEC] An electric motor that has in effect been
split and unrelled into two flat sheets, so that the motion between
rotor and stator is linear rather than rotary. | "ling-ar 'mad-ar }
linear network [ELEc] A network in which the parameters of
resistance, inductance, and capacitarice are constant with respect
to current or voltage, and in which the voltage or current of
sources is independent of or directly proportional to other voli-
ages and currents, or their derivatives, in the network.  Also
known as linear circuit. { 'lin-€ar 'net,wark )

linear operator See linear transformation.  { 'lin-€-ar "dp-a,rad
ar}

linearorder [MaTH] Any order < onasetS with the property
that for any two elements @ and b in § eithera<borb<<a. Also

known as complete order; simple order; total order, { 'lin-g-ar
‘or-dar }
linear osciltator See harmoenic oscillator.  { 'lin-g-ar 'ds*a,lad
ar}
linear paraltax See absolute stercoscopic parallax. | ‘ling-ar
'para,laks }

linear parallel texture {peTR] The parallel texture of a rock
in which the constituents are parallel to a ling, not just to a plane
as in plane parallel texture.  { "lin€-ar par-3,lel 'teks-char }

linear-phase [ELECTR] Penajn'mg toaf
whose image phase constant is a lines, 1"”_@%_
| 'lin€-or faz } o
linear polarization [oPTICS) Polarizgy
netic wave in which the electric vecior gy, .t &1
remains pointing in a fixed direction, althgyygy < Py
nitude. Also known as plane polarizay; Ughy
ra'za-shan }
linear polymer [ORG CHEM] A Polymer
arranged in a chainlike fashion with fey, % u§
between the chains. { "lin€-ar *plil-gmg, }"‘%
linear power amplifier [ELECTR] A poy, k/
the signal output veltage is directly Propo T
input voltage. ! “'uvé-ar 'pad-or ampl; ﬁm &
linear programi. g [MATH] The sy, 4
minimizing a lincar function flx,, ..., x) sflbo'f
straints which are linear inequalities inygly; oy
{ 'lin-g-ar 'prd, grameig | g i
linear-quadratic-gaussian problem [coy
mal-state regulator problem, containing Gaﬁ:‘s“l
the state and measurement equations, i e .
valee of the quadratic performance indey is Ch e .
Abbreviated LQG problem. { 'ling-ar .mk b
WY
priblam Uragy
linear rectifier [ELECTR] A rectifier, the
voltage of which contains a wave having af% 0
that of the envelope of an impressed signy .
‘reketa,fiar | e,
linear regression [sTaT] The straighy ine
the points of a scatter diagram about which the g,
is smallest, as defined, for example, by the leag o
{ 'lin€-ar ri'gresh-an |
linear regulator problem [conT sys) Atypeor
trol problem in which the system to be costrgljgg
by linear differential equations and the perf
minimized is the integral of a quadratic funetiog %
state and control functions.  Also known a5 g 41
problem; regulator problem. [ 'lingr '
lom | &
linear repeater [ELECTR] A repeater used ip g
satellites to amplify input signals a fixed amg
traveling-wave tubes or solid-state deviges gy
linear region. [ ‘liné-ar ri'péd-ar }
linear scale See uniform scale. { lingar 'skal |
linear scanning [excG] Radar beam which move
stant angular velocity through the scanniag secroy,
be a complete 360°, { 'lin-E-sr 'skanig |
linear space See vector space. { ‘ling-ar 'spis |
linear speed method [orD] Method of calculyting
firing data in which the future position of a moy
determined by finding the direction of flight and te g
speed of the target; by multiplying the ground speedi
of flight of the projectile, the future position s da
{ 'lin€-ar 'spéd ,meth-ad }
linear Stark effect [aToMm PHYS] A splitting of
of hydrogentike atoms placed in an electric field; eg
level of principal quantum number # is split into 2n -
tant fevels of separation proportional to the field strens
&1 'stark i,fekt | ;
{inear stopping power See stopping power. { 'hn
\patar } Sy
linear straln  {MecH} The ratio of the change infbe
a body to its initial length.  Also known as longit
{ "lin-g-ar ,stran }
linear sweep [ELECTR] A cathode-ray sweeph
beam moves at constant velocity from one side of e
the other, then suddenly snaps back to the startiog s,
g-ar ;swep | ;
linear-sweep delay circult [ELECTR] A widely
linear time-delay circuit in which the input signalinds
by a linear sawtooth generator, such as the bootstg
integrator, whose output is then compared with 2¢
direct-current reference voltage level, | ‘HnéX
\sarkat } L
linear-sweep generator [{ELECTR] An ekt
provides a voltage or current that is a line2s
the waveform is usually recurrent ar uniform
[ 'lin&-ar jswép jen-a,rad-or } L
linear system [coNT 5vs] A system in whichD

on, 'y




